
GO COMMITTEE #1 
March 12,2015 

MEMORANDUM 

March 10,2015 

TO: 	 Government Operations and Fiscal Policy Committee 

FROM: 	 Linda pricf,LegiSlative Analyst 

SUBJECT: 	 Final Report - Implementation of Recommendations for Procurement 
and Payment Training 

The Government Operations and Fiscal Policy Committee will review the Inspector General Report 
#OIG-15-001, Implementation ofRecommendationsfor Procurement and Payment Training. The final 
report is on 10 1- 24. The OIG's presentation to the Committee is on 10 25-29. 

Those expected to attend this meeting include: 
• Edward Blansitt, Inspector General 
• John Hummel, Deputy Inspector General 
• Beryl Feinberg, Chief Operating Officer,. Department of General Services (DGS) 
• Angela Dizelos, Chief, Division ofCentral Services, DGS 

I. Background 

As part ofthe 2014-2017 OIG Work Plan, prior audit and investigative reports are being revisited to 
ensure that OIG recommendations have been implemented. OIG-lS-001 revisits the January 2011 Inspector 
General Report: Review ofMontgomery County Government Procurement and Payment Practices for 
Selected Contracts (10 14-24), which examined questionable invoice payments on a Department of General 
Services (DGS), Division of Facilities Management (DFM) contractor. 

The report found that invoice payments lacked sufficient documentation for labor or material costs, 
or included no documentation at all. Following the 2011 findings, the report recommended that DGS provide 
payment processing training to their contract administrators to ensure that payments to contractors met all 
legal requirements prior to approval and disbursement. An "emphasis on the receipt and review ofcritical 
supporting documentation for invoices" was identified as a focus area. DGS agreed with the OIG 
recommendations and agreed to require all DFM contract administrators and project managers to attend, or 
re-attend, the County's contract administrator training. 



The objectives of the OIG's follow-up review were to: 
• 	 Review DGS training policies and procedures for contract administrators; 
• 	 Determine whether DFM contract administrators as of January 2011 attended the contract 

administrator training as the DGS said they would; and 
• 	 IdentifY the methodes) used to monitor their training. 

II. 	 Summary of Findint=s & Recommendations 

Up until December 2010, the Office of Human Resources (ORR) offered a 5-day Contract 
Administration Program. From January 2011 through October 2013, no contract administration courses were 
offered, but the Office of Procurement did offer seven contract administration forums during this period (see 
to 11). During that time, ORR worked with the Office of the County Attorney, Office ofProcurement, and 
Department of Finance to revise the training program. In 2013 ORR introduced a Contract Administrator 
Learning Path. Unlike the prior 5-day training program, the courses offered under the new learning path take 
anywhere from two to six hours for each class. Contract administrators, and those who manage contracts for 
the County have five years to complete all six classes within the path. Course descriptions are included on to 
9-10 for the following courses in the learning path. 

1) 	 Overview of Contract Administration 
2) 	 Contract Drafting 
3) 	 Contract Negotiation 
4) 	 How to Contract with Grant Funding 
5) 	 Contract Compliance Programs 
6) 	 Contract Administration Payment Process 

The OIG Final Report identified 36 DGS staff functioning as contract administrators, and 8 of those 
individuals completed the previous 5-day training. Six DGS staff attended at least one learning path course, 
including four staff who have completed more than one learning path course. However, no DGS staff 
attended the two Payment Processing classes offered in 2014. The OIG report identifies the Payment 
Process course as the class that most directly addresses the training recommendation made in the 2011 
report. This two-hour course covers how contract terms and conditions relate to the payment process, the 
roles and responsibilities and the payment process. Additionally, the report found no individual in DGS 
tasked with ensuring that DGS staff have received training. This had been addressed by supervisors in 
Employee Performance Plans and Appraisals. 

The OIG Final Report made the following three recommendations: 
1) 	 Require each DGS employee functioning as a contract administrator to address Learning Path 

training in hislher annual Employee Performance Plan; 
2) 	 Require each ofthese employees to take at least one Learning Path course every year in the 

5-year period, and that this performance metric be part of every annual Performance 
Evaluation; and 

3) 	 Evaluate the effectiveness of the Contract Administrator Learning Path training in FY20 15. 
This could consist of, among other things, a review of student course evaluation forms. 

III. Executive Branch Response to Report 

In the October 3,2014 Chief Administrative Officer's (CAO) response to the Inspector General (to 
11-13), the CAO agreed with each of the three OIG recommendations. The CAO cited "facility county-wide 
operational needs, coupled with on-going staffing shortages, facility incidents, and emergencies" as 
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explanation for DOS staff not having attended the two scheduled sessions in 2014. DOS worked with OHR 
to schedule two special sessions ofthe Payment Process training for staff. A total of 86 DOS staff 
participated in the sessions. 42 on September 30 and 44 on October 9. Of the 86 total participants. 58 were 
identified as being in immediate need of training by 010 and DOS. DOS reports that all project managers 
attended the training as well as the names that were individually listed in inquiries. 

The Committee may be interested in seeking comment from DGS on how they will ensure that 
staff continue to complete at least one contract administrator learning path courses each year until the 
requirements are met. Will DGS continue to request special training sessions for staff, similar to the 
two special Payment Processing classes, or will staff enroll individually as time permits? 

Additionally, the Committee may wish to ask if any other measures have been implemented to 
ensure proper processing of contract payments. 
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Implementation of 
Recommendations for 
Procurement and 
Payment Training 

Introduction 


In January 20~ the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) issued a report entitled{ "Review of 
Montgomery County Government Procurement and Payment Practicesfor Selected Contracts" 
(see Appendix C) to the Director, Department of General Services (DGS). In that report{ the 
OIG described its tests of the contract administration and invoice payments to a particular DGS 
Division of Facilities Management (DFM) contractor. In light of severa./ fi ndings with respect to 
these payments, the OIG recommended that DGS provide training to all contract 
administrators who are responsible for reviewing and approving invoices submitted by . 
contractors.1 DGS concurred with the findings and recommendations, providing a summary of 
actions planned or in effect to address the OIG recommendations{ which included scheduling 
"all.DFM CAs and PMs [Project Managers] to attend{ or re-attend, the County's Contract 
administrator training.1I 

In the OIG's 20:1.4-20:17 Work Plan, emphasis was placed on review of audit and investigative 
recommendations made in prior-year OIG reports. These follow-up reviews help ensure that 
recommendations made in OIG reports have been properly addressed and that effective 
improvements have been implemented. In this limited follow-up review, we looked atthe OIG 

. . 
recommendation for contract administrator training and the existing or anticipat~d actions 
specified by DGS in response to the OIG recommendations. 

Our inquiry was conducted in accordance with the inspection standards contained in the 
Quality Standards for Inspection and Evaluation, issued by the Council of the Inspectors General 
on Integrity and Efficiency (January 20:12). 

Contract adminlslrators generally serve as a liaison between the County and the contractor. accept or reject the contractor's performance. 
and approve or reject IlMlices for payment. 
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OIG Recommendations Review 


Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 


The objectives of our limited review were to: 

• 	 Review DGS training policies and procedures for contract administrators; 

• 	 Determine whether the DFM contract administrators as of January 20:U ~ttended 

the contract administrator training as the DGS said they would; and 

• 	 Identify the methodes) used to monitortheirtraining. 

We documented and reviewed the County and DGS policies for training contract 
administrators. We interviewed DGS and Office of Human Resources staff and reviewed 
training completion documents for DGS contract administrators from calendaryear (CY) 2009 

to May 20:14. 

Background 

A complaint received in 2009 drew the Office of the Inspector General's (OIG) attention to 
allegations of questioned payments to a Contractor by the Department of General Services 
(DGS). These payments spanned 1.8 time and materials contracts from FYs 2005 to 2009. As a 
result of the complaint, the OIG issued a report entitled ReviewofMontgomery County 
Government Procurement and Payment Practicesfor Selected Contracts dated January 7, 2011. 

The 201':1 report referred to tests of 8 of the Contractors contracts and :172 paid invoices. Of 
those :172 invoices, :166 did not have any supporting documentation for material costs totaling 
$232,932 and :104 had no supporting documentation for labor costs totaling $533,4n. Finally, 
six invoices did not have any supporting documentation at all and totaled $685,529. 

In each of the eight contracts, the Contractor was to submit records of time (labor) with its 
invoices to the contract administrator for review and approval priorto payment. The contracts 
also stated that material costs are subject to verification only when the material purchased is 
of a "major cost" and when the receipts are requested by the Director of DGS. The contract 
administrators advised the OIG that it was not a standard practice to request receipts for 
material costs from the contractor. 
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OIG Recommendations Review 

The OIG recommended that the Director of DGS provide training to a II DGS contract 
administrators responsible for monitoring the Contractor and other contractors who provide 
similar services, with an emphasis on the receipt and review of critical supporting 
documenta.tion for invoices. The Director of DGS concurred with this recommendation, saying 
that DGS would require "all DFM contract administrators and PMs [Project Managers] to 
attend, or re-attend, the County's Contract administrator training .... 

The OIG also recommended that DGS determine ifthe 110 questionable payments (104 for 
labor and 6 for undetermined costs) were valid, and that further testing ofthe Contractors and 
other contractors invoices paid in FY 2009 to FY 2011 be undertaken to determine if those 
payments were legitimate. The Director of DGS addressed these recommendations in his 
response to the 2011 OrG report. 

Facts 

Following issuance of the OIG Report, over an 1B month period the Office of Human Resources 
(HR) partnered with the County Attorneys Office, the Office of Procurement, the Department 
of Finance, the Office of Management and Budget, and DGS to update and revise the County's 
previous Contract Administration curriculum for contract administrators and Management 
Leadership Service. The first of these new courses, as part of a "learning path", was offered in . 
October 2013. 

The previous training was a s-day course, butthere were frequent absences among those 
scheduled to attend. In between the last s-daytraining offered in December 2010 and the new 
learning path, HR suspended Contract Administration training. This was during a time when 
the County reduced certain spending as a result ofthe recession. In an effort to partially 
compensate for the suspension of training, the Office of Procurement sponsored six Contract 
Forums for "spot training" during this period. 

The new learning path is 6 separate courses that can take anywhere from 2 to 6 hours each. 
This learning path of 6 courses must be completed in S years by contract administrators who 
have not previously completed the S-day training. This requirement was issued by the Director 
of HR and applies to all Executive branch agencies.21n this report, we did not consider any 
agency other than DGS. The courses are now all taught by Montgomery County government 
internal subject matter experts. 

Adler, Joseph. Memorandum: Revised Contract administrator Program and learning Path for MLS and Contract administrators. October 14, 
2013. 
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OIG Recommendations Review 

The courses covered in the learning path are 'as follows: 
1. Overview o(Contra.ct Administration 
2. Contract Drafting 

3. Contract Negotiation 
4. Howto Contract with Grant Funding 

5. Contracts Compliance Programs 
6. Contract Administration Payment Process 

Details of these sessions are included as Appendix A. Determining the effectiveness of this 

training was outside of the scope of this follow-up review. 


Class 6 in the learning path covers how contract terms and conditions relate to the payment 
process, roles and responsibilities, and a description of the payment process. Class 6 isthe. 
class that most directly addresses the ~ecommendation made in the January 2011 OIG report. 
Class 6 is a two-hour session. 

There is no individual in DGS specifically tasked with monitoring the training of DGS 
employees. Employee Performance Plans include a section on training so that supervisors can 
address training as part of the annual performance plan and appraisal process. 

Analysis 

The OIG asked DGS for a list of contract administrators employed by DFM in 2011, so as to 
consider their subsequent training. DGS was unable to provide this information. As an 
alternative, the OIG constructed a list of all the employees who signed off on the paid invoices 
from the Contractor cited in the 2011 report. Our list included seven individuals. Of these 
individuals, only one is still a DGS employee.3 Although that person is not a contract 
administrator, the individual's current position requires contract administrator training. The 
individual has not yet taken this training.4 However, the Director of Central Services informed 
us that the individual will be enrolled when the next schedule of learning path seminars is 
released in September 201.4. 

Currently there are 36 DGS employees who function as contract administrators. Looking at 
training from CY 2009 to May 201.4, eight current contract administrators have taken the 
previous 5-day 'contract administrator training. The current policy requires all those who did 
not take the s-day training to take the new six-course learning path. Of those 28 (36 minus 8) 
who did not ta ke the 5-day.training, 6 have taken at least one of the six courses and 40fthose 
have taken more than one. None, however, have taken the Contract AdministrationPayment 
Process course _ 

• Others have since retired, joined other County departments, or won: outside the County. 
4 The indMdual has, however, taken other training during thls period, 
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OIG Recommendations Review 


Conclusion 


We conclude that our prior recommendation to DGS to train its contract adr:ninistrators has 
been met in small part. However, much remains to be done. 

Findings & Recommendations 

Our OIG report dated January 20:J..l recommended .....the Director of DGS provide training to 
all DGS CAs .... to ensure that the CAs are knowledgeable and hold contractors accountable to 
the terms and conditions of the contracts they administer, with an emph~sjs on the receipt and 
rev~ew of critical supporting documentation needed to properly approve invoices for 
payment." 

While six of the 28 DGS employees who function as contract administrators (and did not take 
the previous s-day training) have taken at least one of the Contract Administrator Learning 
Path courses, none of them have taken the Contract Administration Payment Process course. 
Even though this course is only two hours in length, it seems most likely to address our 
recommendation and concern (See Appendix A). This course was offered twice in 2014: March 
6 and April 10. 

We recognize that contract administrators who must take theLearning Path have five years 
after taking the first course to complete the entire Learning Path. Howevert training of only 6 
contract administrators out of 28 in a full year of Learning Path training availability (courses 
were offered from October 29, 2013 to June 17, 20'14) does not demonstrate a commitment to 
training contract administrators. 

T~ose who function as contract administrators fill a very important role at the County. Any 
misunderstanding of contract terms and requirements can quickly generate losses of County 
funds, as our January 2011 report showed. 

0).
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OIG R~commendations Review 

We recommend the Director of the Department of General Services (DGS): 

• 	 require each DGS employee functioning as a contract administrator to address 
Learning Path training in his/her annual Employee Performance Plan. 

• 	 require each of these employees to take at least one Learning Path course every 
year in the 5 year period, and that this performance metric be part of every annual 
Performance Evaluation. 

• 	 evaluate the effectiveness of the Contract Administrator Learning Path training in 
FY '2015. This could consist of, among other things, a review of student course 
evaluation forms. 

Summary of the 
Chief Administrative Officer's Response 

The response from the Montgomery County Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) to the final 
draft report is included in its entirety in Appendix B. The CAO indicated that the following 
actions will be taken in response to our recommendations: 

• 	 The CAD agreed to require Department of General Services (DGS) Division Chiefs 
to assure that all staff involved with contracts or processing of invoices address 
Learning Path training in each employee's Performance Plan, 

• 	 The CAD agreed to require all DGS Division Chiefs to ensure that all staff involved 
with contracts or processing of invoices attend Learning Path courses. The CAO 
noted that due to unscheduled facility and county-wide operational needs, and 
on-going staffing shortages, DGS worked with the Office of Human Resources 
(OHR) to schedule special sessions for DGS staff to supplementthe training 
classes that are only offered several timf:'!5 a year. The CAO reported that a first 
session on Payment Processing has been completed, and a second training 
session has been scheduled for October, and 

• 	 The CAD agreed to evaluate the effectiveness ofthe Contract Administrator 
Learning Path training in FY 2015 through the use ofOHR's Division of Training 
course evaluations. 

The CADts response did not cause us to alter our findings or recommendations . 
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Appendix A: Description of Contract 

Administrator Learning Path 
Courses 

1. 	 Overview of Contract Administration 

• 	 Enhance knowledge of Montgomery"County procurement regulations, policies, and 
procedures; contract administrator processes; and provisions ofthe County Charter and Code 

• 	 Common procedures and problems that impact the procurement process 

• 	 Procurement team member roles and responsibilities 

2. 	 Contrad Drafting 

• 	 Legal authority that govems drafting 

• 	 Insight into County required processes leading to contract execution 

• 	 Methods of solicitation and source selection within the County 

• 	 Reasons a vendor may be excluded from contract award eligibility 

• 	 Requirements to form a valid contract 

• 	 The required "General Conditions of Contract between County & Contractor" and other 
necessary provisions 

• 	 Public policy requirements impacting procurement contracts 

• 	 Using plain English in drafting contracts 

• 	 The principles and processes associated with contract administration in Montgomery County 
Govemment 

3. 	 Contract Negotiation 

• 	 "'Negotiation" principles defined and applied, as part of contract drafting, implementation, 
and enforcement processes 

• 	 Important negotiation steps 

• 	 Communication factors in the negotiation process 

• 	 Optimizing, success/getting past restraints in the contract negotiation process , 

• 	 Negotiation range 

• 	 Address the concepts of value, fairness, and reasonableness in negotiations 

Implementation of RecommendaHons for Page17, 
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Appendix A: 	 Description of Contract Administrator 
Learning Path Courses 

4. 	 How to Contract with Grant Funding 

• 	 Relevant procurement regulations 

• 	 Overview of types of Federal, State, Regional and foundation grants that can fund and/or 
authorize County contracts 

• 	 How County Council designates non-competitive contracts 

• 	 Criteria and process to add/delete/amend items to non-competitive contract award list 

• 	 Roles and responsibilities ofcontraq: administrator, procurement, grantee/Vendor, and 
various granting authorities 

5. 	 Contract Compliance Programs 

• 	 Contract compliance laws/regulations/mandates the County has and which ones apply to a 
contract 

• 	 Process of each contract compliance program, such as its workflow, exemption categories, 
and how to request waivers/exemptions 

• 	 Where to find resources 'for the programs: laws, regulations, criteria, search engines, etc. 

• 	 Whom to contact when issues arise 

6. 	 Contract Administration Payment Process 

• 	 How contract terms and conditions relate to the payment process 

• 	 Roles and responsibilities 

• 	 The payment process 
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Appendix 8: Chief Administrative Officer's 
Response 

MEMORANDUM 

. I amlareceiptofyour :final dm1ttepO%t on DeparIme.nt ofGcneta1 Senioes 
(DOS) Contract ~1'mblb:Ig. I appreciate the wodc COI.ldncted by the OfI'iee ofthe 
Impector Gencral (010) in ~th!s report. 

At fbi:, em ctm1b:cnce; OGS confinned its commitment to. enstlI:ing that all Division 
or~~Contract Admidistratoll and Project Maoagm attend Otro-at1elld the 
CoIttI!T' Conlrac! Admiliislrator tminiilg. Since !be exit coorCl'ellCC, 42 DOS staffattended a 
~ session orbPayrnenl!l Processing tmining provided lit out request by. the Office ofHumsn 
:Rasou:rccs (0RR.).011 Sepb.mlbcr 30th. Rcmalning st&!f requlrj:d to complete the training will woO 
mthellpCO!l1i!lg OClObcr 9* session. • • 

As WlI5~l1ttbeeadt~CIlII:orll:irW~tmcni!hat sls:fI'attend 
1110 ~Mmin!ctratQr-~WIlS sIall!d because the Imini:og was nototYerecI. nom the period. 
.ofll!!mmy20ll to ~ber2013.Durlng tbattlme, DaS' 0.ofProCllrell1eotwtlt'kM with 
ORR. the OfficcoftheCourlf,y A#Qrncy. tbeDepartmt:lltofF"JllIIIIl:C, and lbcOfficcofMlIIlIIgemcmt 
and 6w:1ge110 updalo, revfse, and strengthen Contmct Administralm training from a iM-day COUl'l!C 

Wa. eotnpl.'Chcnsive Leaming PlIlh cansisling qfsix seplInI1e courses l'llI1ging from two 10 six 'hou!I 
to!» camplllted ill :live )'CIIII. 

lD. a good tkifhdirutto pm:!ialf1~fortbe time when the ~ 
trainln& WIll 'be:iIl&devehlpeO. Dos' Office of~ of1'cl,;:d seven. ContractForums: 

• oflSI04I11-Q:mtraet AdministnIIar Forum JCjclwf!' 
• 	 O9l.2Wll- (3uldefmes for Developing and Writing Spccificsli~e:r4 of'Wodt 
• 	 02124111- Jntroduction to BIfccUve Contract Negoliaficms . 
• 	 04I211l2-:susta.inubIeProcurement:.YourGreen ToolKIt 
• 	 ~8IU-SusIlIinabk: Purchasing: Best Prac&es and P.racfiClll Uses 
• 	 02l.llI13-Ocmystifying the Myth ofOmcle DOd Complia= Issues in ConIIaIt 

.Mmimstmfian 
• 	 04IlWlA - Navigating the ContractR.evII:wCormni!h:e Pxocess 

ll)I MI:mrac Sk=f: « RookYilI., Morylmld 2DRSO 
240-~DC • 241).~ 11Y • ~771-2SIB FAX 

www.ll1~pY 
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Appendix B: Chief Administrative Officer's Response 


BdwaniL Blattsltt. ~0a1eral 
~1.20J4 
Page 2 

We l'CiI:'DII:iIil cammit1I::d to 0DS'tIdI:Is IfIat all staffreceives approprillf.e lmining and that 
ftafnIDg k ...~ leamingprocess. In II.'/PP01t ofthis goal, WI') agree with the three 
~p!:OpIlIICdbytbeOIG. Specific comments concerning cachoftherev.icw's 
~_fotmdbelow. 

ro ReecJmII1t!1tdltttmr: ':Reqttire each OOS ~ fimctioning as a contract administrator to 
addn:Ss Leaming Path tIaining in hlsIhc.r annual Employee Pcrfcmnancc Plan. 

,CAQ Response: We &pill wJth the reeDl.ml1elldadon. ,All ooS Division Chfefs havo been 
d:irecte4 to assuco tba.t all staff involved with eonttacts or processing invoices address UwnIng 
Path training in the emplcyce's pmoona.n.ce Plan. 

IG R~datfollr Require each ofthcse employees to take atIwt one Leaming Path 
course every year in the S yearperi~ and'that this pt>rfunnande metric bo part oft:V'eIry annual 
Perfonnan.ce Evaluation. 

go ReFpgme; Wtf; agn::c with the recommendation. AJJOOS DMsi6n ChiefS have been 
directed to ensure that all sta.ffinvolvcd with conl:nicts or processing invoices attend Learning 
Pathconrscs. Because training classes are only offered several. times a year. OOS worked with 
OHR to sehedWc special sessions fur'DOS staff. Forty-two DOS staff atteDded the firs!. Session 
CD. PayinCilt Processing, which was held on Tuesday, September 30, 2014., from 1:00 PM to 3:00 
PM. in ~ Fleet training room lit the Equipment Maintenance & Tr;ansit Operation Center. The 
second tmining session has been scheduled for October!)'h, from 9:00 AM to J1~AM, in the 
DepaIt;ment ofFiilan<:e conference room. As oftoday, 16 DOS staffhave cm:oUed in the second 
session. 

~Contmct Administration Payment Process class, under fI:ie newly developed Learning Path,
bas 1:ieen1lffered twice: March 6 and Aprill0, 2014. DUe to facility county-wide operational 
nee4s, coupled with Otl-going staffing shortage&, facillty incidents, and emergClllCies. staffwcrc 
not able to attend the two t.ra1ningll. During the period of'the,two days that ~ course was 
offered. DOS documented 30 lltlSCbeduled incidents that required tho .imntedialc attention of 
FlICililies starE Scheduling special sessions ror DOS sbtffof:l'eo; additional opportunities for aU to 
attend. 

IG Rei!omoieJtdatiol1: Evaluate tbeeffectivencss oftbc Contract Administrator Leanrlng Path . 
training,in FY20IS. This could consist o~ .among.other things, a review ofsrodent course 
evaluation forms. . 

QO B!m0DSe: We II.II=with& ~ends:lion. UttdClt~ CWIent process, ORR's 
DivisionofTxahiing rcMCWS each of the cow:se eyaluations. ORR may either send a ~ of 
class partiOipant feedback to ,the instruetor! or contact them and highlight things if~ seems 10 
be an i~ For exan1pJe, OHR. shared. feedback from a reeent class with the Procurement 
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Appendix B: Chief Administrative Officer's Response 


Edward,L. BlansiU:, lnspcctor General 
October 3, 2014 
hacl 

Division Chief, WhoservOO. lIS ~torforthe course. The Procurement Division Cbicfmet 
with'tb&other illSlrtICtor, who was 1i'omthe Office of the County Attorney, to review Inrlning 
:mlIteriah and make some modifications based on feedback from the course evaluation or 
qUestions taised by participants. 'I'bis fe:cd.baQkwill be oonsidered and iru::orporated before the 
next'ovemew Is taught. As subject matter experts, stafffrom the Officc ofProaurcmcru will 
eoD!1mIe: 10 participate in the feedback process. but becauSe this is in an fIR leaming path, we 
wjll defbr to them 8lI the training experts, to rriala: final decisions on the coUrscli. The subject 
matter experts will continue to meet to go over each,ofthcir modules and modifY them as 
nCedcd. 

Ifyou have any questions, please fecI free to contact me or Assistant Chief 
~Officer Bonnie K.lrkland"who can be reached at (240) 177-2593 or 
}3onpie.Kirldand@montgomerypountymd.gov. 

TI..F:ag 

oc~ John Hammel, Deputy Inspector General 
David Disc, Dtn:ctor, 008 
Faribil Kassiri, Assistant Chief Adminis!iative OffiCer 
Bonme Kirkland, Assistant Chief Administrative Offieer 
Be.ryl L. Feinberg, ChiefOperating Officer. DOS 
Angela Diz:elos, Chief. I?ivwqu ofCentral Services, DOS 
Richard lackso!1t Chief, Division of Facilities Management, DOS 
Pam Jones, Division Chief. Office ofProcurement. ooS 
Michael Harkness, Assistant Chie( Division of Facilities Management, DOS 
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Appendix C: 2011· Review by the Office of. 

the Inspector General 


omcE OFINSPECrOB GENERAL 

MEMOR.ANDVM 

1aDIiaI:7 Zl. lOll 

TO: 

FROM: 

Valh EtYha. Prcsidt:nf, CoIm1J COUIICil 

;;;::9,'0--77 
Thomas J. Dagle)' 
InspcCltOr 0eIlcaI 

SUBJBCT: RcMcnv ofMomgomery Cotm!y Oomnmcntl'.rocu.re.ment and Paymc:nt 
p~ tot SeI~ CotlIIllCll 

fA ~with tepOrtinemJuiroments set forth in tbII County'. Ofticc ofInspector 
Oencml (010) law, tho aaached int=imrepon dated JIII'IIIIIQ' 7, 2011 with mllllllJP!ll'l:ls 
rcspoDSO Is submitted 10 you in advance ofreJeaslng itIlO eadier tbaIt January 31, 2011. 
Thia ~ Is based 0II1ntbrmation the OIG l'CCIIi~ ~ in IaIo 2009 reglIlIting 
aIlcplions ofqucstiMod p&ymIIIlU to a specific vendor forSCIVicc$provlcfod under 
CO!lInIcts ~ atd administwed by MllIiIgo'.IXII:q County GavemDlellt. 

Pleas$do nothesitatoto CIlIlIaot PlOd 240-m-8U1. 

AttacbmcDt 

a:::: CounaiI MembCltl 
~ Parber, Director, CounaiI Staff' 
Tamotby L. PitestiDII. ChiefAdministrIdivc Oft'icer 
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OFF'1C.E OF lNSPECTOR GENERAL 

MEMORANDUM 


FROM: 

h!.ter.im Report -ReviewofMolltgome.ry County Government 
~t~ Payment Pl'llcticcs for ScIeotedContracbi 

~please find II January 5. 2011 memorandum Jiom Gary O. Wei.shllllr. ~stant 
Inspecftlr General. regarding his review of Montgomery County GOvernment (MOO) 
camract adtniDisfration and invoice p8ymeitf practices for Tito Contractors. Inc. (Tito). a 
Department ofGeneral Services (DOS) contractor. This review by the Office oflnspector 
(Jenera! (OIG) is In response to in.formation received by the DIG beginning in Octobe.r 
2009 regarding allegations ofquesLioned payments by MCG to this vendor in 2007 and 
2008 for services provided \1!Idcr contractuxecutcd and admInistered by DGS. 

Mr. W~B review !.'eSults Inolude 1M IdentificQtion oftlpproximatcly $1,219,007 in 
questioned costs' based on tcsbi of (12 invoices approved for payment by DGS contract 
admfnistr:atorg in FYs 2007 and 2008. 

ragree wllhMr. Wclsh~'s recommenda6ons regarding DOS !raining for contract 
adroinislrators and the! necxi {or additional work to resolve the questioned cOsl$ldentlfied 
fTom our tests of Invoices paid in FYs2007 and 2OOa. Based on the Information 
provided to us by MOO. we wero unable to detcnnlne Whether ~ labor and . 
undetcJ:mlned cosls identified ~Appendix A Wen; valid. I also agree with Mr, 
WeishB3r's recommendation that additional tests of olher Tita and contraotor invoices 
tbatwere approved by in FYs 2009 and 2010 IIDd the first six months ofFY2011 arc 
needed. The additional testing Is ncr:ded to determirle tho extent to which other 
cp1CSdon!)d payments may exist because of inadequate supporting dooumenl;ation. These . . 

.n Monr .. s Street, SuI!, 80l • :a~elI:"l1l.. Hllr;rland 208$0 
24ltt1T'7./1Z40, .II'AX 2C0/777182S(, i-mall: IG.mDalzpmcf1counllrnd./lOV 
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.~ appearCODSistt:utwidt ourdisoussiaa when we met on: Ootobor zs. 
2010. It Is Il'lf1U1delStanding that _ 810 abo~wlth the discussion \Wen 10\1 
.l'l.WlwilhMr. Weishaar on December ]6. 2010. 

P1casa ~ nlO In'WdtiDg, b7111:111.18r)' 25, 2011, qIyoar a.greemcnf or disagreement 
with tho tmding and rccommendatlQI'lS repoded by Mr. Weishaar. and IInY coro:Otivc 
aoflon tbathas been initiated or planned. Your .rcspoa.sc wiU.help us determine the 
folJew-up worl:: needed for the ora (0 complctc this review. 

We appreciate the so:pport e:x:!:Cllded to '!If by OOS througbOIJ1 this nmew. 
lie: 10043 

Attacbmcmt 

co: Katf.tIoen Boucher. ACAO 

2 
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OFR'ICE OFINSPECTOR GENERAL 

1."mIfIIIIf1. DIIglty 
IltqldOl' G,If,ral 

MEMORANDUM 

lanuary S, 20H 

TO: -Thomas 1. DegJey 
Inspector OCllMII 

P'AOM: GaryO.W~ ~ 
hl$ist:ant Inspeefor General 

SUBJECT: 	 ReviewOfMontgomery County 'Oovernment Procurement and Payment Practiees 
.For Selected CoIlf1'acts 

Thf' report provides tho results ofmy' review ofinvoices, payments and Motltgomezy County 
~ent (MeG) pIocwertlent and paymcnt practices rolated t'O tho adm.Wsttafioll of 
oomraets between the Department ofGeneraJ Services (lJOS) IIIld Tilo Contractors, Inc. (nto). 
This review waS.based upon alIeglitions received by the Office of'Inspeotor GeneraJ (OIG) 
reptding possible questioned payments by MeG to thil vendor in FYs 2007 and 2008 for 
servlcea provided UDder contracts e:xecule:d pnd adotinistorcd by DOS. 

Backaround . 
The OOS awarded 13 time and materlal contracts to Tito from FY 2005 through. FY 2009. MOO 
paid approxImately 3,038 Tito invoIces toWing over $14.2 XnIlUon during this time pedod. . 
These contracts weN for various services, including snow removal. catpeltb)'"services, SInl!ll 
repairs and restotatlon ofparlclng faciJitlcs, masonryserviccs, parkIng garage sweeping and 
.ellaneous cleaning. 

tawiccs tubmlttcd by Tho and payments approved by DOS for !he FY 2005·2009 period ~ 
presented In ExhIbits 1and 2 below. 

51 MODrD. Slr"I, Salte 1l0~ • R.o{!kVlJIa, MIII)'I&IIII lOan 
J411lr.t1·n"t. ru a40117.'1IUS4, l!l"l1lufLt JG.molllC9meqllOlIltI,f!IIIf.¥~, 
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'Illismiew ~eight confraets and tests of172 invoices ranging from $220 to 
,$182,464 Cftai were subxnitted by Tito. approved by DOS contract adminisltafonl (CAs). IIDd paid
lit~Department ofP'mancc in FYa 2007 and 2008. The total donar lUllOunt oftbe invoices 
feIkId was approximately $1,529,190. The tests were conducted to detlmnfne the validity oftho 
al!egatianJ and to defem1ine ifTIto. along with DOS CAB, complied with DOS boiler,plate (BP) 

• conttaQt lIIDguagc 8I1d the tenns and conditions of speo.ifio 11to COJltracts executed by DOS. This 
miewdid not evaluate spec.ific services provided by the contractor to MOO. 

OIG.\kIPIt. 

J1Inding 1. Our tesIing of172 invoices paid lnPYs 2001 and 2008 disclosed that 104 of the 
invoices lacked supporting documentation for labol' costs totaling app1Oxhn~ely $533,477 that 
wcro approved bytbe CA, and paid by the Depm:tmontofF-lnanee. Additionally, 166 oithe 172 
invoices tested did not have any supportiJ)g dooumentation for material costs totaling 
apptOximateJ"y $232,93;l. Finally, six invoices totaling approximately $685,529 did not haw lillY 
supporting documc.otatlon and did not Jdentify ifthe CoSts we:ro for labor. material, or mother 
paymcDt oa:tcgo:y. 

Aaalysts' 

The om reviewed DOS boiler plate (BP) contract language IlDd the teans mid condfficns of 


, applicable n10 conltacts that: were exeaoted by DOS and served as the ,basis to approvo and pay 
:the oontraotor's invokles. Bach contract contaioed specifio Janguage which required Tifo to 
submit IeCOrds of time (lahar) with thctr invoices to the CA for revJew IUd approval prior to 
payment by tho Department ofFinance. During our testing, we YCtifled with DOS managcmcn~ 
CAS, II!ld Dep.artln.ent ofFinance accounl.S payabre managers that aU supporti.qg dooumentatiOll 
submitted to Mea by the contractor 8Ild available to CAs In approve each payment was ' 

, p:ov!ded to the 010. 

'!be 010 ~ 112 invo[ces ranging from $220 to SaZ,404 that were paid in FYs1.007 and 

_1Ota&.g approximately $1,529,190, against BP. and conttact specifio attributes to ~ 

oompltanoc with DOS dOCUmentation requirements regarding tho ,ubmisslon, review, approval, 

aud payment of the collttactOr'~ invoices for labor and matorial costs. 


Pot-the invoices that we ~ 166contained liDo items (or laborand matedaI eosts. We 
~ ibat a timesheet:; or other appropriate record oftime. to documMt labor costs ror 104 
oftho 166 invoices was missing. BllSed on these test results, we identified approldmately , 
$533,4n as questioned Ia.bor costsl , . 

h addt(lOll, we fotmd that dooumcntation to support the cost and purchase oftnaterial WIlS' 
missing !br aU aftho 166 invoices. The SP language ,stated that lIl4fe;!aJ prio~ lUll subject to 
~fioalion onI)' when the material purchased is of a "major oost" and whe.n tho reeeipts aro 
tcq\lcsted by.the Director ofDGS, The 010 detcmnined that the JllIltadal costs for the 166 

3 
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~W«eJed appl'oxiinamly ~2.m BDdzsllpcUi:iKI1Q'-i10 1~ bi$e,to2al ~oftlm 
~t'lt4~ l:IOIf.lI1br tho hrvoIces ~~ from approxim$!Y'$ll 10 more than 
$11,000. Dudaaour~·the CAs who approved mvoice.s advIsed us that itwas 'not a 
standatd'~,1o JeI[IJC9i r=eipts fat material CQsts from the ~llfrBqtot• 

•Portbotam,irifn&.~wldclttofaltd~$68's-~we didnotidemifyaay 
1tif'~ oatha hi\tofcctwllidl identified 1hDca.!egmyQes) of tile approved costs. 'l1iesc 
~~ whicl1.ta,Dged .from approximately $0.166 to $182,864. WCI'9 deemed fll1!Idctcx:mincd 

lb:e~ot..tlstfagof"Chc 172 !uvo!cesoan bo:tb1md m'AppUlxIix Aoftb!s report. 

When rdiJoUsse4 tho t= resmtswith '!he Dircefor of'1)(JS OX! Ootobet 2', 201 ll.and Dec:cmbtJr 
16.2010. there was a ~ agreement that each ofthO aUrloutcs used for~was cnucal to 
I!IDSIJIt the vatfdily and .appropriateness ofthe invoices reviewed, approved..ifId Paid. li1 . 
~mOll, thetQ WillI geJletal agreement fhat folJ.ow-up worlc by DOS was neccssm:y to. deteImine 
if'b.qtI!'$6onable payn1e1lt1 identified by the testing were valid. F'l:Irther•.tilerc was general 
~·tl:iat.addlti~ testing alTHo invoiceJ for FYs 2009 and 20 10 and invoices ofother 
~.who provided sImilar services !1urfugthls period was ~ed.~ dotemlinC the. c:xtem 
adsflpUfieallC6 ofany o!'lw' questioned payments for this typo ofcontracted services. 

YwaIJy, 'the DbclOr orOO. iDdicated fhat.a management ~cwofthe MOG BP oootractual 
latipp'was needed to ci~ quantify Or ~e the Usc offil, tct:m "maJor cost,~. to clarify 
POS reqair.ements regardiDs COJl!ractOIS StlbJhi.ttiDg supporting doctnnimta.tion fot·matcdaIs used 
for each job, 1Ind~ use ofsupporting documetlta~onbyCAs to miewaDd ap.prove invoices 
ftJ.rpa~ 

lboll~ We~!hat the t>iret::tor of))OS provide training to all OOS CAl 

~b!o for Tito contraClll pnd other contnlctozs who provide similar ser.vlees to eIlSIlr& that 

tht CAs' al'C ~wledgeahlc and bnld ~actom 8ecounta,bI!.l to 1M tem:Is and ~ons ofthe 

conttacits.they admini~i with 8ll&npbasis on ~ receipt and rmc:W ofcritical supporting 

docruntotJtatio.o. needed to properly approVe invoitea fur paymcm. We also teCoD:lmC:Jld that the!: 

DirectOr ofDOS de~c ifthe: 110 qucstiopoble payments (I O~ fot labor costa and .6 fut 

tmdetenninod cOS1s) wete vaUd. Tn additioa. ~"'eooirullend that DOS oonduct furtber tes!ing of 

otherTito and conb'aetor in.Yoloes that wore paid inF'Y$2009 tmd 2{lllhnd t1:Is fustsbc mQlltns 

(JCFY 201110 deaonnIne 'if~ cotttr_1'$ and CAlI adher¢ to the terms an4 condiliQllS. ofDGS 

OO1ltmofll regardjng Sttpporting docwnen:tation requimm.fmts and whethor the-Plij'JD.Dl'lts byMCQ 

were Jegitimal£> or require correctivo action. 


2'l'hi _ ~I!d cO.aI" tIICInI: tcott (bat WaI ~ICo1\i:d b::lIDIIM II wu.!lOt cIoIIDc:d by lilt~loI:.o beIn.lh 
I0oI;. malerlll! Oil' 1111 OIher JIII)'IIItd CllccOl')' IIDdllG aupj)(ll1jD& cIo=OlllallDII WIll pIllYidlId to ~ tbelllDOUllt BpIIIIIIIIkd 
.. tIIO iII\IolC4.· • 
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t>a"id&Disc 
lJilVi!lltor 

NEMOlWIDUM 

January: 26, 2Ol1 

ThomuJ. Datlcy 
bispcctor Gc.ncmJ 

If,. 

DIrid R.l)isc, t9 ' 
Director. ~t oIOenCllld Serv~ 

stJB1BCT: 	 0ffiC'e Qf!m lnspcotor <kncral- Interim lterxm -kIWif.!W efMontgOJnel1 County 
Government ProetiJ'Ylltcm and PiI)'1nent PrIldicw.ibr Selected COn1racts: 

After revicwlbg the inmrim report refi:reoccd llbol'e, ram' ittaareemen' with the fIndil1g5 
ami recommendations outlined'therein related to cOIltmel: payment praQtlccs in the Dcpartml:nt of 
General Servi~ (DOS). Division ofFacilities Manage:mont (DfM). EtlsuMn$ lhaI c:oatracts ate 
well manalcd Is ofSrcat C:On<:eol Bnd has beea a focus DFM mllJlapm~1iinco tho depltl'tmen( 
was fbrmed ja FY09. To th!It end; (be division ch~IIII!I assis~1 manllger were charg~ with 
I.n1proYing ¢Ol!.ttIIotntwgemeot and lidditlorudsta!fhas been placed 10 lmptoVe invoiCo ' 
procassJlIg and approvaL ' 

l)pdftg tne period of tiM! COYetCd by Ihe. invoices rcvle~ by the Office.oftbe Inspeclfit' 
General COlO), tIJ<:..former Depl\l'tmellf oCP'ubllo Works and Tnmsportiflon (DPW1) was 
fCQI'gDIdjI:Cd blFY09 wfth Its VllriOu$ oomporicnls transferred i'lltl or nOW lioropdsing the 
dCJ)1ll'frnents ofTransportatlon, RnvltOl'lmcnla[ Protection and General. Services. The ibtMer 
DPWT Fllcllity Management aDd OpcrallonSeotion were m1ruc.tnred and becllmO the OOS 
DivisiOll ofFac.illtles Managemont. A divlrdon mlmsgorwas not reoru.Ued until Jato FY09. 
AmDliJ the fIrSt challenges facing this n"" dlvi~OII cbict~ organizing lbe management and 
backoftice,Qperatlons1)fthe llC\vdivlslon.. 

PoIlcwlni Is Asummar:y ofaCfIons already taken and plllmleci to eIlSW'e sustained 
. llri}w'Vamtl2l In contrat:t managell'ient tnd payment p£aotlces. 

• 	 1'1 PYlI PPM revjsod itt In~l process to includ~ att Publil! Adrlllnistrativo Assislmlt 

{1M). PrCljeol Manager (PM) and ContractAdmlnlstnrtor (CA) In malCbiIl& invoices (0 

cantracts and sUppOItlns doc:umonts with tho followIng protocol: 

A Review cont.mct lenns IIIld eond1lions prior to porformllllCe 

0IlI= of'fh\! Dheclor 

lOt MClllmtSJtut.PthFloot· Rockvillt. ~1Ind.208S0 


1WW.molll&lI!1I~.&D'Ildp 
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• 	 A4rolnisr:ratifl aIstant diJ!o,stsmpa1IfnceivodiDvoices and $UppOrtlng documenfation 
bItbte issu ina to project managers lIDOCA fOr revJ"" 

• 	 Q.<\ l'V\'iCWI invoices aad supporting dot:QmonIs to Inwrc dcJIverabtes and ~ is 
in UCtlI'dancc with the contracluai terms end eonditions 

• 	 Rofiew ill costs for dcl:nnlno If they'l'O allowable and allocable to the, contrI\Ct 

~ and 'Verify 1uhor tah:s wilh contracted rate$. 


• 	 cru:ck and verify mllleda! rilles wilh contract rates. 

Check and verify arithmetic cal~ lations arc correct 


• 	 $canlarchive all dOj.rumcmlll used to support ~proval ofpaymom o,n J1W,t)ices 

• 	 J;)O$ will~~ lesting ofTfto Contl'atitots, roo. ('I"rto) and other contractrJt 
~.pllkHi'omFYO~ to Ihcj)TeSeJlt to detetmine Ihe t:ffectivencss of'correCtive measUres 
aImadf in ~and wht!t additional tnrining is required fOr CAs IInd.PM$.,Noverfhdcss. we 
will ~.DDFM CAs and PMt.1O ancad, or rc-attend, lin! County's Contmot 
.Administrafol' !raini!l& which inelades areview ofthc sta.nd1U'd Ictms lind condWons, M m:Il 
IS invDloe mtllohln& and aceounlabUity standards. This is 1i11I.lIluabh~ refteshct whether or 
• oDo has already attended the course. We ~wOrking with the Ol'ficc ofProcurcmont 10 
soheduJo this week long class lit thc earliest opportunity. DPM bf.lil41 active COl!lracrs 
between 2009 and20 I r totaling over $8 million. Conll:llcts used by DFM I!l1d the. 
~ent ofTranspo.rlat1on (DOT) will receive fi111hcr testing based on !he oro's. 
~cndation$. A timl!lfuc for QUs work will, /:Ie e~tllbllsbed once we rcIrlove mlved 
~ 

• 	 1leprding 110 "questionable payments" (104 for labor costs and 6 far undetermined cosls) 
DFM with assisl.anJ:e wn DOS budget nnd lICeOllnting pctsonrlel hasn't been EDCCessfu\ iii. 
JOCIIting any additional rcoo~ po$ling labor oo$l from 2007 to 200ft Plcase note, DOS hils 
no recQl'ds forpaymCllts related 10 parkin" filcllltiCi liS those .facilities are maintained undct 
1lIe direction afOOT. Sp;aiflcally, th~ report reference'S these contract payments for work In 
parking facIlities: 
.. QOnll'llc:t number SS06030390BB total pRld Invoices 01$168,693.79 for parking garage 

ll'Ieeping and miscellaneous cleaning 
.. COIlll'liot number S.s04510292AA total pald in'loie:o ot'$6'19.363.00 fhr smallrcpllirs lind 

mlocatlon In pd::lng tho-ililles ($) involcos ulldetec.Ol.incd costs 
DOS will request DOT to I'CVl~w lis .l'eQQrds tbt fUrther considcmtion 10 Validate costs and, 

. ~mcntll. 

• 	 lit rellm!nce fob finding that 166of 112 ~tested tacted supporting documcntatlon 
fbi' :material costs tolatllig approximately $232,932, -a lhorollgQ review ofrecords verified tho 
.lack ordocumentation in the County's rem&. 'nIerefore, DOS will approaeh ~o to 
~IlC what JpCOrds it mlgbt JiiU have to support these charges. 

• 	 'keYi_ ~l'(h:iI1JIs and oondi(1ons to I'QtIlOVO the ~rm.~or cos1" and require tltaf new 
~ direct contractor!: to aubm.It Sllpportlng dClOUl'l'len1s f!)/' all pUrchased items and 
sgppDOS' with .invoiceS that Jist: 
.. Labor boul'l u$Od' 
• 	 Cost pCl' labor bouts 

Implementation of Recommendations for Pagel21 @
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• MaII:riaJs 'Oscd 
.. tJaii P.riCo:for~ 
- Credif 0I11Bl1ar 
:.. CrI:ditOIl malmiakand. ~ 

UmilSaeh time artbe staDdard ~ and conditionS CIm be UP~j wbich rcqrdies County

Attnrney rovi.cw. full requirement wlll be added to contract$ via a "spcclill provlsimt." 

~emenl to the contrict. 


A& perI1lf d.iseu!llloDs w:ltb AssIstant lnspoctor Oenerl!l 'GattWelsbaar, I have bad 
.,.pdcr IIWIII'CII'CS! otbJl.uues detailed Iii !he report, thougb not to tho extent delailed. It 
W(JIJf"fctn lIltent ~ follow up on • OlG's recommendations lmmcdiati:ily and d!;tI:m1inc 
additlmllII SIlpporllng dooumenbiflon on those classified as outsbmdlng and questionable 
pli)'ttlC:.nt. FW1her, &taff ii rmcwing otherDFM .ini~ Contracts since F\"09 Cotward 
10 test thoroughness ofcontract management and aecoatlfabllity and 'Yf1l follow up wltb. any 
omissioBS found. DFM stafftrainIng 'jViIl be CQordinated within 3(l: da)ls 8I!d our revised 
ptotocol1br app.ravii1g invoices is currtDtiy being developed fbI' 1n5tituting simulwneoosly 
Vt'lt1i (bb.lrl'llni:n~ 
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A follow-up report: 

Training of DGS Contract Administrators 

EDWARD BLANSITG INSPECTOR GENERAL 

MARCH 12/ 2015 

~ 




Background and Objective 

Background 

In January 7, 2011, DIG reported that a test of 172 paid contractor invoices to DGS revealed: 
o 166 invoices with no support for materials purchased totaling $233,000 

o 104 invoices with no support for labor costs of $533,000 

o 6 invoices with charges of $686,000 and no support at all 

DIG recommended DGS research these findings and train all DGS Contract Administrators in 
effective payment review practices. The DGS Director agreed to do so. 

Our Objective 

Follow up on our training recommendation. 

~ 




Steps Taken 

Steps Taken 

Became familiar with CA training: 
o CA Training until December 2010 was a 5-day course 

o CA Training was suspended December 2010 while County developed a CA Learning Path 

o The revised CA Learning Path (with 6 classes to be taken over 5 years) was first offered 10/29/2013 

Identified all current CAs and checked their training records 

~ 




Findings and Recommendations 

Findings 

Of 36 current DGS CAs, eight had taken the old 5-day training 

Of the 28 left, six had taken at least one course in the Learning Path 

22 of the 28 were untrained as of September/October 2014 

Recommendations 

Require that DGS Employee Performance Plans address training 

Require DGS CAs to take at least one class in the CA Learning Path annually 

Evaluate the effectiveness of the CA Learning Path in 2015 

~ 




CAO's response 

The County Chief Administrative Officer will 

Using the DGS Division Chiefs, ensure all CAs address training in annual Performance Plans 

Using the DGS Division Chiefs, ensure all DGS staff who are involved with contracts or process 
invoices attend Learning Path courses 

Evaluate the effectiveness of the Contract Administrator Learning Path training in 2015 through 
the use of OHR's Division of Training course evaluations. 

@) 



